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ABSTRACT
We interviewed 10 doctoral students in counseling psychology who co-facilitated intergroup
dialogue (IGD) groups as part of an advanced course on group interventions focused on diversity
and social justice in group work in order to understand if and how IGD facilitation contributes to
these students’ professional development. IGD is a small group intervention that brings together
individuals from social identity groups with a history of conflict (e.g., people of color and White
people) to build relationships across groups, develop a critical social consciousness, and develop
capacities to promote social justice. Grounded theory was used to code the data and generate
themes; rather than generating theory we used grounded theory to give rich description of the
process. To help construct meaning, parts of the data were interpreted through a multicultural
and social justice principles in counseling psychology, Social Cognitive Career Theory as
applied to social justice, and the literature on group theory and practice. Implications for training
counseling psychology doctoral students are discussed.

Keywords: Intergroup dialogue, group intervention, social justice, non-traditional teaching
methods, professional development
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
In order to prepare counseling psychologists to live and work in an increasingly diverse
world, most doctoral training programs offer multicultural psychology courses aimed at
developing trainees’ competence in working with clients of different ability statuses, ages,
ethnicities, genders, gender identities, nationalities, races, religions, sexual orientations,
socioeconomic statuses, spiritualties, and veteran statuses (Pieterse, et al., 2009; Lunsford, 2008).
Indeed, multiculturalism has become a “fourth force” in counseling psychology (Gelso & Fretz,
2000). At the same time, however, because not all presenting problems are intrapersonal, there
is a growing consensus within the field of counseling psychology that training multiculturally
competent individual and group therapists with the knowledge, skills, and attitudes necessary for
working with diverse populations (Sue, Arredondo, & McDavis, 1992) is necessary but not
sufficient to fully address the needs of an increasingly diverse clientele (e.g., Goodman, Liang,
Helms, Latta, Sparks, Weintraub, 2004; Mallinckrodt, Miles, & Levy, 2014; Speight & Vera,
2008; Vera & Speight, 2003).
Individuals develop and live within a social context (e.g., Bronfenbrenner, 1979) and, in
the United States, this context is characterized by systemic inequity that privileges some and
oppresses others on the basis of socially constructed identities (e.g., gender, race, sexual
orientation). Within this social context, the presenting concerns (e.g., depression, anxiety) of a
client may be the understandable result of and reaction to oppressive social systems. Thus,
counseling psychologists are beginning to recognize the need to expand their roles to include that
of social justice advocate (Vera & Speight, 2003). Social justice refers to, “full and equal
participation of all groups in a society that is mutually shaped to meet their needs” (Bell, 2010, p.
21), and includes equitable distribution of resources, advantages and disadvantages,
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opportunities and risks (e.g., Bell, 2010; Fouad, Gerstein, & Toporek, 2006; O’Brien, 2001; Vera
& Speight, 2003). Social justice advocates are agents of systemic and social change who combat
systemic power inequity that serves to disenfranchise individuals from oppressed groups while
simultaneously privileging others. Developing both multicultural competencies, and the
competencies (knowledge, skills, and attitudes) necessary to function as advocates for social
justice is increasingly becoming a critical component of doctoral training in counseling
psychology (Ratts & Wood, 2011), leading some to call social justice the “fifth force” in
psychology (Ratts, D’Andrea & Arredondo, 2004; Ratts, 2009). Given the recognized
importance of training in social justice advocacy in counseling psychology, it has become
necessary to develop training models that expand beyond the traditional scientist-practitioner
training models in counseling psychology (Mallinckrodt, Miles, & Levy, 2014).
One way for counseling psychologists to expand beyond traditional training in group
work is through the use of intergroup dialogue. Intergroup dialogue (IGD) is a small group
intervention that brings together individuals from social identity groups with a history of conflict
between them (e.g., people of color and White people; lesbian, gay, and bisexual people, and
heterosexual people), for sustained, face-to-face communication (e.g., Zúñiga et al., 2007). The
goals of IGD include the development of: (a) relationships across groups, (b) a critical social
consciousness (i.e., an awareness of hierarchical social systems that perpetuate group-based
inequalities, e.g., Freire, 1970), and (c) capacities to promote social justice (e.g., Zúñiga et al.,
2007). A growing body of research highlights positive outcomes associated with participation in
IGD, including enhanced perspective taking skills (Dessel, 2010; Gurin, Nagda & Lopez, 2004;
Hurtado, 2005), increased understanding of structural inequalities (Sorensen et al., 2009),
commitment to social action (Sorensen et al., 2009), challenging of stereotypes (Griffin et al.,
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2012). Less research has examined the experiences of IGD co-facilitators, but some evidence
suggests that IGD facilitation can empower the facilitators to engage in social action, and to
work to change individuals, institutions, and society in the name of social justice (VasquesScalera, 2011). As such, incorporating IGD into traditional group training in counseling
psychology doctoral programs has the potential to build both competencies in group work, and in
social justice advocacy.
The purpose of the current study was to examine if and how the incorporation of IGD in
group training impacts the professional development counseling psychology doctoral students,
specifically their development as social justice advocates. Using grounded theory methodology
(Corbin & Strauss, 2008), we examined the experiences of 10 counseling psychology doctoral
students who co-facilitated IGD as part of an advanced course in group work. Ultimately, we
found that the experience of co-facilitating IGD empowered trainees to be advocates for social
justice outside of individual and group therapy settings. Furthermore, this experience resulted in
these trainees embracing lasting ally traits as core components of their developing professional
identities as counseling psychologists. We discuss our findings through the lenses of
multicultural and feminist principles of social justice Social-Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT;
Lent et al., 1994), as adapted by Miller and Sendrowitz (2011) for the development of social
justice interest and commitment.
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW
The Intersection of Multicultural Competencies and Social Justice
Multiculturalism has been referred to as the “fourth force” in counseling psychology
(Pederson, 1990), as it has had an enormous and lasting impact on the field, just as
psychodynamic, behavioral, and humanistic theories did previously (Mio, Barker, &
Tumambing, 2012; Ponterotto, Casas, Suzuki, & Alexander, 2010). As a means for working
toward a multicultural paradigm, Sue and colleagues (1982; 1992) articulated multicultural
competencies to address historic and systemic biases in mental health fields in regard to
providing ethical and culturally relevant care to diverse populations. Multicultural competence
is generally defined as the knowledge, skills, and attitudes (including self-awareness) needed to
work effectively and ethically with individuals of sociocultural identity-groups that differ from
oneself (Arredondo et al., 1996; Sue, Arredondo, & McDavis, 1982; 1992). More specifically,
the knowledge component of multicultural competence includes information about a variety of
worldviews (including one’s own), the histories of different social groups (including histories of
oppression endured by marginalized groups), and culturally specific values that impact the
subjective and collective experiences of different groups. The skills component of multicultural
competence includes the ability to design both effective and sensitive interventions for
marginalized groups. Finally, the attitudes component includes awareness of one’s own beliefs
and attitudes about those from different social identity groups (including awareness of one’s
biases against outgroup members), and the development of a positive orientation toward
multiculturalism. This component also includes one’s awareness of the relevance of
sociocultural group membership and associated issues of privilege, power, and oppression.
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Within psychology, counseling psychology has been at the forefront of this movement in
terms of its commitment to incorporating multiculturalism into therapeutic practice. By
attending to cultural differences, counseling psychologists have sought to give equal value to the
experiences of all populations, including those who have been oppressed or disadvantaged in
some way. More recently, though, there has been a growing sense within counseling psychology
that more should be done to address structural inequality on a systemic level, which has
manifested as calls to move beyond a multicultural perspective and to develop a commitment to
social justice (e.g., Vera & Speight, 2003). Social justice involves the fundamental valuing of
fairness and equity in access to resources (Prilleltensky & Nelson, 1997; Vera & Speight, 2003),
and efforts to attain justice for oppressed, exploited, and marginalized individuals and
communities (Vera & Speight, 2003). A social justice perspective uses advocacy as a
mechanism to address systemic barriers that prevent clients from obtaining optimal mental health
and wellness outcomes (Constantine, Hage, Kindaichi, & Bryant, 2007). Contrasting
multicultural competencies, which focus interventions on a micro-level (i.e., individual and
small-group counseling), social justice advocacy aims to foster change on a macro-level,
extending outside of the therapy room by aiming to create systemic change through advocacy,
political involvement, and policy change (Constantine et al., 2007; Helms, 2003; Vera &
Speight, 2003).
Together, multicultural and social justice orientations recognize the crippling effects that
disenfranchisement has on mental health, and champion the necessity of developing
multiculturally and advocacy competent mental health counselors (Ratts, 2011).
Multiculturalism and social justice are both deeply involved in a dedication to ethics (APA,
2002; Giroux, 1994; Ratts, 2011; Speight & Vera, 2004). For example, Speight and Vera argued
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that, with regard to social justice, ethics should be viewed expansively by going beyond the
narrow view of ethics as strict “codes of conduct,” citing Young’s (2000) idea that
multiculturalism and social justice require one to be concerned about the welfare of others.
Giroux proposed that ethics are a sense of personal and social responsibility to others and that, in
this regard, ethics become, “a social discourse that refuses to accept needless human suffering
and exploitation” (p. 74). Many argue that for Giroux’s social discourse to occur, the distinction
between multiculturalism and social justice needs to be clearer and a focus on social justice
advocacy must become more prominent (Constantine et al., 2007). However, as Helms (2003)
stated, the majority of the existing literature on multicultural competencies only refers to social
justice issues at a micro-level (i.e., individual interventions like counseling), and not at macrolevels where broad social change can occur (i.e., systemic and institutional levels) through means
of social justice advocacy. Interventions aimed at alleviating individual presenting concerns
(e.g., anxiety), while necessary, do not actually resolve these concerns, as they do not address the
contextual social conditions underlying them (e.g., individual and/or institutional racism causing
the presenting anxiety). If Giroux’s idea of ethics as a refusal to accept human suffering and
exploitation is to become reality, the field of counseling psychology must continue to provide
individual and group psychotherapy aimed at addressing individual concerns, but must also
include interventions at a systemic level that challenge and change the social contexts that are
often the sources of the clients’ presenting concerns (Constantine et al., 2007; Speight & Vera,
2004; Vera & Speight, 2003).
The question, then, becomes, how can counseling psychology instill this ethical value of
a responsibility to the other into its professionals through doctoral training? Friere (1970)
describes the concept of critical consciousness, which includes a reflective awareness of
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inequities embedded in social systems, differences in societal power and privilege, and a
reorientation of one’s perspective towards a commitment to social justice. The development of a
critical consciousness can lead to engagement in dialogue, collaborative problem-solving, and
the “rehumanization” through human relationships. Achieving this critical consciousness is a
process that requires specialized conditions where concerted, focused effort by a committed,
conscious, interdependent collective can occur (Friere, 1970). The difficulty in developing a
critical consciousness is the lack of environments where all of these conditions exist
simultaneously and where they can receive institutional support. The field of counseling
psychology, however, can be one of these specialized environments. Counseling psychology
training programs offer ideal environments where social justice commitment, critical
consciousness, and an interdependent collective can all exist.
Presence of Social Justice in Counseling Psychology Training Programs
Counseling psychology training programs are fertile grounds for helping students develop
a critical consciousness and social justice mindset, but, there is relatively little literature about
social justice in the curriculum of these programs. For example, in an attempt to better
understand the pedagogical approaches surrounding multicultural competence and, if applicable,
social justice, Pieterse, Evans, Risner-Butner, Collins, and Mason (2009) conducted a review of
54 course syllabi for required multicultural and diversity-related courses in counseling
psychology training programs accredited by the American Psychological Association and the
Accreditation of Counseling and Related Programs. In their review, they found that the most
common method for teaching multicultural competencies and social justice tactics was just
through a single-course. These findings are supported by Abreu, Gim, & Atkinsin (2000) who,
in their review of multicultural counseling training models and current research, found that the
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majority of counseling psychology training programs reported multicultural issues were, for the
most part, covered in a single, domain-specific multicultural counseling course rather than an
infusion of multicultural knowledge in all courses in their curriculum.
Pieterse et al. (2009) found that the majority of these singular, domain-specific courses
focused solely on multicultural competencies, not social justice advocacy. With regard to social
justice, 59% of the 54 syllabi reviewed included social justice in the context of multicultural
counseling. These syllabi stated common social justice objectives, but did not specifically label
these objectives with the term “social justice.” The lack of a universal, distinct labeling of
“social justice” when describing common social justice objectives demonstrates a lack of
consideration of social justice as its own unique paradigm throughout counseling psychology
training programs. When social justice was explicitly included in syllabi, the content was largely
focused on the nature of oppression (systemic and institutional causes), whereas only a small
number of syllabi focused on the role of counselors as agents of social change, and strategies and
skills needed to effect this type of change. More specifically, only 7 syllabi (13%) included
specific instruction on application and implementation of social justice advocacy, suggesting that
social justice skills may need more attention in training programs. The findings from this study
support the idea that counseling psychology training programs put a majority emphasis on
multicultural competence in micro-level interventions to the detriment of macro-level, systemic
interventions involving social justice advocacy. Pieterse et al. (2009) concluded that current
efforts to address social justice (conceptualization in addition to required skills) may be
inadequate for counseling psychology training programs to incorporate social justice
development as a central aspect of their training and professional identities.
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Constantine et al. (2007) stated that if counseling psychology trainees are to truly develop
a critical consciousness, assume social justice advocate roles, and conduct systems-level
interventions, it is essential that the structure, goals, and requirements of graduate training
programs incorporate more of a social justice orientation. Similarly, Lee (2007) proposed that
training programs must incorporate multicultural competencies while also embracing ally
identities in order to achieve social justice goals. To accomplish this, some have suggested that
experiential or applied learning should become more integral to counseling psychology training
(e.g., Constantine et al., 2007; Miller & Sendrowitz, 2011; Pieterse et al., 2009). Training that
incorporates applied service delivery components (e.g., Kenny & Gallagher, 2000), offers
counseling psychology trainees the opportunity to apply their developing classroom-based
knowledge and skills related to social justice work in a real-world context. Training that
provides experiential, on-site learning opportunities allows for the development of a practical
understanding of broad-based societal inequities, and the skills to effect change (Constantine et
al., 2007; Kenny & Gallagher, 2000). Moving beyond just providing service-learning in mental
health settings, Constantine et al. (2007) suggested including an array of experiential learning
opportunities throughout the community, including in educational, legal, and public policy
institutions, which are settings that can provide a more holistic understanding of systemic
inequity, thus assisting in the development of social justice competencies.
Beyond the individual experiential learning opportunities provided for counseling
psychology doctoral students, Miller and Sendrowitz (2011) suggest that the training
environment as a whole, is a critical component in bolstering social justice development in
trainees. They hypothesized that for the development of social justice competencies to occur,
training program environments need to not only give experiential training opportunities, but also
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supportive supervision, resources, and faculty support specifically pertaining to social justice
topics. Social justice competencies are the skills, knowledge, processes, and attitudes that enable
one to reflect on inequality, power and privilege, the role of self and institutions in the
maintenance of unjust power, all of which ultimately lead to the ability to advocate for change on
a systemic and personal level (Constantine et al., 2007; Lewis, Arnold, House, & Toporek,
2003). Miller and Sendrowitz’a hypothesis calls for an alternative means of educating
counseling psychology trainees about multicultural education and social justice competencies,
making the argument for better integration of social justice into multiple areas, activities, and
courses within a program, rather than introducing the topics in the a single-course delivery.
Another component of training programs that embraces social justice is the faculty who help
foster a sense of social justice through modeling behaviors, encouraging and engaging in social
justice discussions in their courses with trainees, and positively reinforcing students to consider
social justice by incorporating it into their own research and curriculum (Palmer & Parish, 2008;
Singh et al., 2010).
Scientist-Practitioner-Advocate Model
In 2007, the counseling psychology faculty at the University of Tennessee, Knoxville
(UTK) responded to the calls for the inclusion of social justice and experiential training in their
curriculum and training program environment with the development of the ScientistPractitioner-Advocate (SPA) training model (Mallinckrodt, Miles, & Levy, 2014). The faculty
believed that trainees were not fully prepared to be effective and ethical counseling psychologists
if their training were limited to research and practice focused on intrapersonal problems. The
faculty drew on the work of Fassinger and O’Brien (2000), who proposed a tripartite model of
interlocking strengths composed of science, practice, and advocacy; as well as the social justice
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competency framework developed by Lewis, Arnold, House, and Toporek (2003). The SPA
model expands the traditional scientist-practitioner model to incorporate social justice advocacy
as an integral role of psychologists that informs and compliments research and practice by
acknowledging that not all presenting concerns (e.g., anxiety or depression) are intrapersonal
problems. Instead, these concerns may represent understandable reactions to contextual factors,
including various forms of oppression (e.g., racism, sexism, heterosexism). Thus, the SPA
model suggests that the development of the knowledge, skills, and attitudes necessary for
engaging in social justice advocacy (e.g., awareness of systemic inequality, development and
implementation of systems level-interventions) should be integrated throughout the breadth of
graduate training.
In order to support the SPA training model, the UTK counseling psychology program
operationalized social justice as the, “professional activities that facilitate equitable distribution
of risks advantages, opportunities and resources with equal participation by all members existing
within a society” (Mallinckrodt et al., p. 306). Just as Miller and Sendrowitz (2011) noted that
the overall training environment was important for developing social justice competencies, the
SPA model involves the infusion of social justice content in all courses. In addition, the SPA
model at UTK includes three unique, required courses focused specifically on the development
of social justice competencies: a Social Justice Colloquium, a Social Justice Practicum, and a
course on advanced group methods, focused on social justice in group work. The Social Justice
Colloquium (SJC) introduces trainees to a wide-range of individuals and organizations engaging
in social justice advocacy in the local community. Speakers are invited to share the particular
social injustice that they (and/or their agency) are working to address, and to describe how they
work with and advocate for the individuals who are directly impacted by social injustice. The
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SJC also serves to develop relationships between the UTK counseling psychology students and
faculty, and the community, and it introduces trainees to potential sites for another component of
the social justice curriculum, the Social Justice Practicum (SJP).
The SJP is a two-semester didactic practicum in which trainees develop a social justice
orientation (similar to a theoretical orientation they might have in individual or group
psychotherapy), and work with an individual or agency in the community working to address a
specific social injustice. The requirements of this practicum include developing relationships
with individuals or agencies affected by and working toward social justice around a particular
issue. This involves working collaboratively to conduct a needs assessment, to develop,
implement and evaluate a systemic-level intervention, and to leave behind tools so that work can
continue after the student has moved on.
The final required SPA course focused on social justice advocacy is a course on advanced
group methods that aims to both foster trainees’ knowledge of group theory and skills in group
facilitation, as well as to further develop their social justice competencies. A required
component of this course is that all students co-facilitate an eight-week IGD course for
undergraduate students, with the goals of helping to build relationships across groups,
developing a critical social consciousness, and developing the commitment and capacities
necessary to work toward social justice (Zúñiga et al., 2007). For the first six weeks of this
course, the counseling psychology graduate students complete readings, and participate in
didactic lectures, discussions, and experiential activities, which they then apply as facilitators in
their own IGD group. As facilitators, trainees follow a four-stage, critical dialogic model of IGD
(e.g., Zúñiga et al., 2007) in which they help undergraduate group members explore often
emotionally laden issues surrounding social identities, social systems, power, privilege, and
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oppression. This course, including the experience of IGD co-facilitation, is aimed at helping the
counseling psychology trainees through process of self-discovery of one’s own social identities,
and seeks to help them develop a critical consciousness (Freire, 1970) of systemic inequalities, as
well as the ability to use dialogic methods for communicating about these issues across groups
and conflicts.
Intergroup Dialogue
Chen, Tombs, and Costa (2003), proposed that dialogue is an effective means for
addressing issues related to multiculturalism in group work (e.g., group counseling) due to the
fact that dialogue, in contrast to discussion or debate, requires active listening, deep questioning,
and connected responses (Brookfield & Preskill, 2005). Dialogue requires listening with the
purpose of understanding what is being experienced by another – to understand the other from
her or his perspective (Flick, 1998). This perspective-taking allows for the development of
empathy for the other, and can ultimately stimulate deeper level questioning, furthering the
dialogue process (Brookfield & Preskill, 2005).
IGD creates a semi-structured environment where individuals from social identity groups
that have historically had a contentious relationship (e.g., people of color and White people;
women and men; lesbian, gay, and bisexual people and heterosexual people) have the
opportunity for sustained, face-to-face communication about social identities and social issues
(including identity-based forms of privilege and oppression) in a safe, semi-structured, cofacilitated environment (Zuniga et al., 2007). In order to create the structure necessary for this
safe environment, IGD relies on four design elements to enable learning to occur (Zuniga et al.,
2007): (a) the creation of sustained, intimate engagement across groups, (b) attention to both
process and content, (c) the use of structured activities and dialogic methods, and (d) purposeful
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sequencing that gradually increases the risk asked of participants and shifts in focus from the
individual to social and institutional issues over time. The element of sustained, intimate
engagement across differences is derived from Allport’s (1954) contact hypothesis, which
describes conditions needed for positive intergroup contact: (a) equal status in the contact
situation, (b) common goals, (c) interdependence, (d) support of some authority, and (e)
friendship potential (Pettigrew, 1998). By creating a dynamic of equal status within the contact
situation, members can feel more comfortable sharing intimate details with each other, which
ultimately can lead to intergroup collaboration. Equal status is created through composing
groups of roughly equal numbers of individuals from the oppressed and privileged social identity
groups (e.g., people of color and White people, respectively, in a dialogue on race; Zúñiga et al.,
2007). In addition, groups are co-facilitated by two trained facilitators, one who identifies as a
member of the oppressed social identity group, and the other as a member of the privileged
social identity group. In addition, co-facilitators strive to be multipartial (Wilgus & Holmes,
2009) in their co-facilitation, which necessitates analyze conflict using multiple viewpoints, no
matter the facilitator’s own background or biases. Structured activities help provide common
goals that require interdependence in IGD, and most IGD programs in higher education are
supported by the schools in which they are housed (e.g., they are often offered for course credit).
Finally, explicit attention is directed (especially in the early stages) to the development of
relationships among group members, which fosters friendship potential.
The second element in IGD is explicit attention to content and process. IGD cofacilitators play a major role in helping group members differentiate between content (what is
being discussed) and process (how content is being discussed and the dynamics of the
discussion). To elaborate, co-facilitators bring to light information that is being communicated
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between group members, both verbally through content and non-verbally through the process
and ways in which group members interact. For example, if members of a group were to
verbally state that they felt comfortable talking about White privilege, but then remained mostly
silent during a group discussion of White privilege- the co-facilitators would question the group
by asking them to explore what the silence could reflect about their stated versus actual comfort
level on the topic.
The third element is the use of structured activities and dialogic methods. This
component of IGD uses structured activities like readings, storytelling, icebreakers, and other
experiential exercises (e.g., a “privilege walk”) to introduce conceptual frameworks and help
members reflect on their experiences. Structured activities are combined with dialogic methods,
which focus on learning through open dialogue about experience with others. One example of
dialogic learning is the L.A.R.A. method, a technique for dialogue that involves openly Listening
to what others have to say, Affirming that you have heard and considered what was said,
Responding by answering questions raised by the other directly, and lastly, by Adding
information to what has been said by stating a fact or personal experience (Schoem and
Saunders, 2001).
The final design element of IGD consists of the sequencing of dialogue and learning,
which help to introduce challenging concepts incrementally. The level of risk required of IGD
participants slowly increases across weeks as group members begin to develop relationships and
start to feel safer with one another. Sequencing allows IGD facilitators to pace the content and
processes occurring within the group, both interpersonally and intrapersonally, across a variety
of topics and systemic levels. Sequencing of IGD is aided by the use of a four-stage, criticaldialogic model of IGD (e.g. Zúñiga et al., 2007). In this model, the first stage is one of Group
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Beginnings (Zúñiga, Nagda, & Sevig, 2002), where relationships are formed between members.
Co-facilitators work to create a safe space in which participants can build relationships and
partake in honest and meaningful exchanges about differences. Group guidelines and norms for
communication are established during this stage, including talking about the meaning of dialogue
(as opposed to other forms of communication, such as debate) and the importance of speaking
about one’s feelings and experiences. Icebreakers and readings are often utilized at this point.
The second stage, Exploring Differences and Commonalities (Zúñiga, Nagda, & Sevig,
2002), investigates commonalities and differences of group members based on social identitygroup membership. Consciousness-raising is a priority in this stage, and members of both
oppressed and privileged groups begin to become aware of their roles in perpetuating systems of
inequality. Structured activities like “Web of Oppression,” readings, and reflective writings are
utilized to help participants explore views and experiences that they have in common and also
those that are conflicting or that may differ. A foundational base of respect and trust must be
present from Stage One, if the multiple facets of social identity, including allocation/access of
resources and varying amounts of social power, are to be shared between group members. IGD
co-facilitators must maintain the tone of equality between members and aid in communicating
ideas that may at times be highly emotion laden.
The third stage, Exploring and Dialoguing about Hot Topics (Zúñiga, Nagda, & Sevig,
2002), entails dialoguing about social issues that have historically caused tension between
different social identity groups (e.g., race-based admissions policies in a dialogue on race, samesex marriage in a dialogue on sexual orientation). IGD co-facilitators encourage group members
to voice their personal experiences surrounding the issue, and to relate their own experiences to
those of other members of their own social identity-group, as well as members of other social
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identity-groups. Co-facilitators discourage members from taking a stance of “right or wrong,”
but rather to engage in active listening and thoughtful questioning that supports dialogue rather
than debate.
The last stage, Action Planning and Alliance Building (Zúñiga, Nagda, & Sevig, 2002),
focuses on how members can bring about social change. This stage builds on the relationships,
perspective-taking, and critical social awareness gained in prior stages, and seeks to orient group
members toward action in combatting systems of oppression and discrimination on interpersonal
and systemic levels. The knowledge members gain about personal and societal costs of inequity,
and of their own involvement in systems that perpetuate this inequality, helps them to move
toward actions to foster equity and power balancing. Results of this stage may range from
holding one’s self more accountable for owning one’s privilege, to maintaining alliances built in
the IGD with those from other social identity groups to work toward social justice together.
It is important to note that, while this pedagogy is designed specifically to foster positive
outcomes for the IGD participants, those who co-facilitate IGDs actively use and engage
themselves in the process, thereby undergoing similar experiences as the participants, while
additionally employing their awareness of multicultural and social justice issues, their knowledge
of group theory and group dynamics, and skills in group leadership. Through guiding the
process for IGD group members, co-facilitators can also continue to develop a critical
consciousness about their own personal and social identities, as well as their multiple roles in
systems of oppression. Evidence of this is provided by Vasques-Scalera’s (2011) qualitative
study that examined 30 former undergraduate intergroup dialogue facilitators from the
University of Michigan, one-and-a-half to four-and-a-half years after graduation. VasquesScalera found that former facilitators continued to draw on their facilitation experience in both
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their personal and professional lives, maintaining a commitment to social change. Former
facilitators reported that their experience has led them to be more vocal, active, and likely to
engage in social justice ally behaviors.
Counseling psychology has begun to actively heed the calls for the incorporation of
social justice into its doctoral training (e.g., Vera & Speight, 2003), as evidenced by the creation
of the programs like UTK’s SPA model (Mallinkrodt, Miles, & Levy, 2014), and the use of
experiential training activities like IGD co-facilitation. However, despite numerous reasons why
and recommendations for how to shape these programs with social justice ideals (Constantine et
al., 2007; Lee, 2007; Pieterse et al., 2009), there is little research on the psychological
mechanisms that explains the development of lasting interest in, and commitment to, social
justice by trainees in counseling psychology training programs (Miller & Sendrowitz, 2011). If
counseling psychology training programs are better able to understand the processes occurring in
the development of social justice interests and competencies in their trainees, then they may be
able to continue to develop more innovative social justice training models, further fostering
social justice oriented training environments (Miller & Sendrowitz, 2011; Vera & Speight, 2003;
Arrendondo & Perez, 2003).
The Current Study
The present study aimed to understand the experience of doctoral students in counseling
psychology, who co-facilitated IGD as a part of the SPA training model. Specifically, we were
interested in learning if and how this experience impacts the professional development of
counseling psychology trainees, especially as it relates to the development of multicultural and
social justice competencies, and knowledge and skills for group work. Through a deeper
examination of these students’ experiences, we hoped to gain insight into psychological
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mechanisms and processes that occurred during co-facilitation, as well as the environmental
supports and barriers that bolstered or hindered their development as social justice advocates.
More so, by investigating the experience of IGD co-facilitation through the lens of SCCT, as
adapted by Miller and Sendrowtiz (2011), we sought to apply the psychological mechanisms of
social justice self-efficacy, outcome expectations, interest, commitment, and perceived supports
and barriers to the facilitation experience. In order to obtain this deeper understanding, a
grounded theory qualitative research design was utilized to generate lasting theory as to how the
IGD facilitation experience fosters social justice and multicultural competencies. Beyond theory
generation, grounded theory allowed for a rich description of the IGD facilitator experience.
Ultimately, a more detailed understanding of the IGD facilitation experience may aid in the
creation of more strategic training opportunities and experiences, which will in turn instill strong
social justice commitments and advocacy beliefs in counseling trainees.
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CHAPTER III: METHODS
Participants
Participants were ten doctoral level counseling students attending a large, public
university in the Southeastern United States. Demographic information, pseudonyms, and
identification of IGD topics for each facilitator is are contained in Table 1. All participants were
either currently enrolled in, or had completed, a course on advanced group interventions. This
course is typically taken by students in their second year of doctoral training. Prerequisites for
the course include having completed a foundational course in group dynamics and methods, and
having completed a course on multicultural counseling. The course is focused on further
developing students’ knowledge of group theory and research, and their skills in group
facilitation. In addition, the course seeks to raise students’ multicultural and social justice
competence by emphasizing these issues in group work. As part of the course, students learn
about the theory and research underlying the four-stage, critical dialogic model of IGD (Zúñiga
et al., 2007). In addition, they work to develop skills in IGD facilitation, and they each cofacilitated an eight week IGD group (during the second half of the 16 week semester).
Throughout the semester, students complete traditional graduate-level readings and discussions,
and participate in experiential activities that mirrored those often used in IGD and that they could
later implement in the IGD groups that they co-facilitated.
The five IGD groups that these students co-facilitated were a required component of an
undergraduate course in multicultural psychology at the same university. Group members were
undergraduate students enrolled in the multicultural psychology course. Each group contained 7
to 12 undergraduate participants, and was facilitated by two doctoral students in counseling
psychology. At the beginning of the semester, students (both graduate student co-facilitators and
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undergraduate group members) were asked to provide demographic information, along with their
preferences for IGD social identity topics (gender, race and ethnicity, religion and spirituality,
sexual orientation, or social class). The IGD groups each focused on one specific social identity,
but co-facilitators were encouraged to also help group members explore issues at the
intersections of other social identities. The IGD groups that the participants in the current study
co-facilitated focused on the topics of gender, race and ethnicity, religion and spirituality, sexual
orientation, and social class. Students (both graduate co-facilitators and undergraduate group
members) were assigned to groups such that each group had approximately equal representation
of group members from the marginalized and dominant social identity groups. For example, in a
dialogue on race, one co-facilitator and approximately one half of the group members identified
as people of color, and the other co-facilitator and approximately one half of the students
identified as White people. In addition, efforts were made in the assignment of students to IGD
groups to place students in a group that focused on one of their top IGD social identity topics.
The IGD groups are semi-structured, and follow the four-stage, critical dialogic model
(Zuniga et al., 2007) described above. Co-facilitators are offered autonomy in planning
individual IGD sessions, though they must work within the four-stage model. In addition, cofacilitators participated in group supervision on a weekly (for first-time co-facilitators) or biweekly basis (for returning co-facilitators, not currently enrolled in the advanced group methods
course). Beginning in the middle of the semester, IGD groups met weekly for eight weeks, for
one and one quarter hours.
Participants were recruited through an email to the counseling psychology program
listserv (see Figure A-1). Participants were told that their participation would involve
completing an interview lasting approximately 45 minutes to 1 hour. Interested participants
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contacted the first author directly by email to set up an interview time. All participants had an
academic and social familiarity with the first author (who conducted the interviews), as they
were in the same graduate program. In exchange for their time, time they received a $25
honorarium.
Procedure
Participants met with the first author in either therapy training rooms or a small research
lab of approximate equal size and content on the university campus. All interviews were
conducted by the first author, a doctoral-level counseling graduate student, with prior training in
interviewing techniques. Prior to the start of the interviews, participants were given an informed
consent form (see Appendix A-2) detailing the nature of the interview and asked if they had any
questions pertaining to the interview or their participation in the research. Once consent was
given, a small digital, audio-recording device was turned on and the interview began. The
interview protocol (see Appendix A-3) consisted of a series of approximately 30 questions,
which the research team (the first and second authors) created prior to the first interview. They
were designed to explore previous training in multicultural and social justice issues, and in group
work; to explore the processes and outcomes of their specific dialogue group; and to explore
their professional development through the process of co-facilitating and IGD group. The
interviewer asked these questions, as well as unscripted follow-up questions, when appropriate,
to better understand the experiences of the IGD co-facilitators. Questions were sometimes asked
in a different order, in accordance with a more natural flow of content of specific interviews.
The interviews ranged from 45-60 minutes and concluded when the interviewer completed
asking all questions on the protocol, and the IGD facilitators felt they had said all they needed
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about their experience. Each interview was transcribed, verbatim, by an undergraduate research
assistant working in the same lab as the first and second authors.
Data Analytic Rationale and Strategy
Though IGD has been used in various forms in higher education since the 1980s (Zúñiga,
Nagda, Chesler, & Cytron-Walker, 2007), it has only recently been proposed for use in
counseling psychology doctoral training (Mallinckrodt, Miles, & Levy, 2014). As such, there is
much we do not know about if and how co-facilitation of IGD contributes to the development of
multicultural and social justice competencies, and/or competency in group theory and practice.
In addition, while there is a growing body of research on the process and outcomes of IGD (e.g.,
Dessel & Rogge, 2008; Gurin, Nagda, & Zúñiga, 2013), the majority of this research has focused
on the experiences of IGD participants (Dessel, 2010; Gurin, Nagda, & Zúñiga, 2013) and not on
the co-facilitators. To date, there is very little research on the experiences of IGD co-facilitators.
Additionally, in the context of counseling psychology doctoral training, IGD co-facilitation
requires the integration and application of knowledge, skills, and awareness from multiple
domains, including knowledge of group dynamics and group facilitation skills, basic “helping
skills,” and multicultural and social justice competencies. This makes IGD facilitation a highly
complex experience, with little foundational work to guide research. Considering the lack of
literature on co-facilitators’ experiences, and the complex nature of co-facilitation, we deemed a
qualitative method of investigation as most appropriate (Marshall & Rossman, 2006).
We specifically chose to conduct our study using grounded theory (GT). Grounded
theory is a methodology originally developed by Glaser and Straus (1967), and that is rooted in
the sociological theory of symbolic interactionism (Clark, 2005; Fassinger, 2005). Symbolic
interactionism posits that humans derive meaning through the process of social interactions, and
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use this meaning to guide their actions and interactions (e.g., Blumer, 1969, as cited in Stryker &
Vryan). Fassinger (2005) suggested that grounded theorists, then, use the meaning created
through the process of social interactions to “[attempt] to discover how groups of people define
their realities on the basis of their understandings of interpersonal interactions” (p. 156).
Grounded theory is a method for deriving “theory that is ‘grounded’ in data collected
from participants on the basis of the complexities of their lived experiences in a social context”
(Fassinger, 2005, p. 157). It uses inductive reasoning to derive theory, “through an iterative,
concurrent process of data collection, coding, conceptualizing, and theorizing, wherein new data
are constantly compared to emerging concepts until no new themes, categories, or relationships
are being discovered, at which point the properties of, and relationships among, constructs are
specified in the form of a substantive theory about the social behavior under investigation”
(Fassinger, 2005, p. 157), rather than testing preconceived hypothesis drawn from existing
theory. Corbin and Strauss (2008) recommend GT when investigating social problems or in
situations where those involved must adapt, for example to changing circumstances, new
information, or learned processes. Drawing on its foundations in symbolic interactionism,
Benoliel (1996) describes the goal of GT as explaining how the social environment and context
can account for interactions, behaviors, and experiences of the population of interest. These
ideas match well with the premise of IGD facilitation in which facilitators are asked to adapt
throughout the group process, with participants’ group experiences affecting the interactions,
behaviors, and experiences of the facilitators. Additionally, GT is ideal for generating theory
from description, allowing for the application of findings to be generalized in other areas (Corbin
& Strauss, 2008). Corbin and Strauss noted, however, that GT is still useful for providing thick
description of a phenomenon.
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Though GT can be executed from a range of paradigmatic lenses, from positivist through
constructivist and critical (Clark, 2005; Fassinger, 2005), we hoped to conceptualize our GT
study using a constructivist lens. Qualitative research from a constructivist paradigm provides an
excellent means for understanding the lived experiences of individuals, in their social context,
and from their points of view (Ponterotto, 2005). Constructivist research, in contrast to positivist
and postpositivist research, assumes that there are multiple, valid realities, which are constructed
by the individuals who are experiencing the reality (i.e., the research participants) (Ponterotto,
2005). Thus, we hoped to take a constructivist approach to understanding the experiences of
counseling psychology doctoral students as IGD co-facilitators.
Ultimately, we selected Corbin and Strauss’s (2008) articulation of GT methodology as
the vehicle for investigating how IGD facilitation impacted the professional development and the
development of multicultural, social justice, and group competencies in counseling psychology
trainees. We chose this method because of its clarity in procedural description as well as its
flexibility in that design. In their earlier works, Strauss and Corbin (1990, 1998) were more
emphatic about the importance of following a delineated procedure. However, in the most recent
revisions of their theory, Corbin and Strauss (2008) emphasize that their procedure is meant to be
adapted to the needs of the study and phenomena being studied, rather than strictly followed.
This flexibility was particularly appealing to us, given that this study is the first of its kind on
this topic (IGD facilitator experience in the context of counseling psychology doctoral training)
and the potential for needing to deviate from strict procedure as new information presented itself.
As recommended in grounded theory, regardless of approach, the lead PI created memos to
document her thought process during the selection (Corbin & Strauss, 2008).
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Ensuring Trustworthiness. To ensure trustworthiness in the qualitative analysis several
tactics were employed, we followed recommendations by Morrow (2005). An external auditor,
uninvolved in the initial coding process, reviewed the raw data and final categories to assure the
coding team was making accurate judgments about the data and that researcher bias did not
occur. Bracketing was also used throughout the data analysis process, as a means of making the
implicit assumptions and biases of the research team overt, so as to not unduly influence the
analysis. To assure that the data were accurate, interviews were conducted to the point of
redundancy, meaning no new data was presenting itself during the interview process. Another
measure taken to assure adequacy of data, was being sure to use a variety of kinds of evidence,
including field notes taken during the interviews, as well as process notes recorded by the
interviewer after each interview.
Statement of Reflexivity. It is important for me to give a statement of reflexivity prior
to so that I (and my readers) might better understand how my experiences and understandings of
the world affected my research process (Morrow, 2005). Given that I am also a counseling
psychology doctoral trainee in the same program as participants, I have an implicit understanding
of some of their experiences. Thus, I was not a researcher who was exploring all areas from a
perspective of totally naïve inquiry. For this reason, it is possible that I made some assumptions.
However, it should also be noted that, at the time of these interviews, I had not taken the
advanced group work course in which IGD facilitation is offered, nor facilitated an IGD group in
another context. In this way, I came at this research naïve to what those experiences are like, and
how they might be integrated into one’s professional development. Additionally, as a counseling
psychology student committed to social justice, and a strong believer in the effectiveness of IGD,
my interpretation of the data may have been positively skewed. However, as described above,
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measures were taken to ensure trustworthiness and hopefully minimize the impact of any bias.
Lastly, as I was in the writing process of this study, I myself was facilitating an IGD, and my
experiences as a facilitator may have impacted my interpretation of participants’ statements.
Again, measures taken to ensure trustworthiness helped to minimize the interference of any bias.
Data Collection and the Coding Process. Data collection and coding followed the
methodology of Corbin and Strauss (2008). Interviews were conducted with a according to a
predetermined script, however, the interviewer changed and deviated from the script as she felt
necessary, as data were coded and themes began to emerge. Throughout the interview process,
memos were written by the first author after interviews. These memos included the first author’s
reflections on the interview, as well as any possible emerging themes or relevant data that was
noticed. As the interviews progressed, we made changes to the protocol to improve its
effectiveness and to adapt it so that it explored the experience of facilitators more fully in any
areas where there was confusion or intrigue.
Data saturation was achieved by the 10th interview indicating the data collection had been
completed. No new processes (analyzed as individual codes) had emerged since the eighth
interview, and two additional interviews were conducted to ensure saturation, and no new themes
emerged in these interviews. Therefore, the current sample includes 10 counseling psychology
doctoral student IGD co-facilitators. Following each interview, a team of undergraduate research
assistants coded the digital audio recordings verbatim. The coding of the interviews involved a
team of four researchers (including the first author), who’s demographic information can be
found in Table 2. This team analyzed each interview, line by line, to identify any processes that
were occurring for the IGD co-facilitators. As a new process was identified, it was given a name
and added to a compiled list of open codes; line numbers were noted as to where each code was
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located. Researchers compiled a total of 97 codes. Open codes are considered the basic unit of
Corbin and Strauss’ (2008) GT, from which all description and theory are derived. Initial
hierarchical coding, the grouping of open codes into themes, occurred simultaneously with the
open coding. Corbin and Strauss (2008) discuss how they formerly identified this step as axial
coding, but felt that the term implied a sequential nature of review rather than simultaneous with
open coding as it should be. When open coding and initial hierarchical coding were completed, a
more in-depth hierarchical coding of themes took place in which the remaining codes were
grouped into the final themes.
Throughout all levels of the data coding process constant comparison was employed.
Constant comparison, the act of comparing new data to existing codes, themes and categories
helps the researcher better understand process occurring within the data and to continually be
reevaluating one’s understanding of the phenomena being studied (Corbin & Strauss, 2008).
Using constant comparison, the first author and her team of two undergraduates and one doctoral
level counseling psychology student were able to detect higher-level themes in open codes that
initially seemed independent of each other, as well as reconsider the placement of some open
codes into other themes and categories as data analysis progressed.
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CHAPTER IV: RESULTS
In analyzing the data, 22 subthemes emerged (see Table 2), which were categorized into
eight higher order themes emerged to us, including: Impactful Prior Experience, Experiential
Engagement, Barriers, Social Resources, Pedagogical Techniques, Group Facilitator
Development, Development of a Critical Consciousness, and Exemplary Experience.
Pseudonyms and demographic information for each of the participants are included in Table 1.
Impactful Prior Experiences
Participants described how their prior experiences (or lack thereof), both in course work
and their personal lives, that shaped how they initially approached their IGD facilitation. Three
subthemes of Impactful Prior Experiences emerged: Prior Relevant Experience, Lack of Prior
Experience, Oppressive Experiences.
Prior Relevant Experiences. Experiences such as teaching, volunteering, and actual
group facilitation experience (for those with master’s degrees and prior group experience upon
facilitating their IGD group) were given as examples. Additionally listed, were a variety of
experiences in which they were exposed to multicultural content, be it in single-delivery course
or through direct contact with cultures outside of their own. Sarah described her previous
experience as, “I took one class here in the doctoral program, multicultural psychology, um, and
I also took, um, one class as an undergrad… on race class and gender.” Participants felt that
these prior experiences at least moderately prepared them for their IGD experience by providing
basic multicultural competencies.
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Lack of Prior Experiences. A lack of knowledge and direct experience was discussed
by multiple participants. Participants described how the content was novel to them and
apprehension that was associated with facilitating in an IGD for the first time. For example Jill
described:
It was a culture shock for me. Um, I come from upstate New York, and I come from a
very non-religious family. I remember my mom getting married in a Catholic church,
and sometimes having to go to church and Sunday school, and it just kinda died down,
and it was just never really any conversations in my family about what we believed in –
more in my community. It just really wasn't something that came up, and probably
because basically everybody was the same. Either you went to this church or you didn't
go to church, but there wasn't any differences. And, so moving down here and having
already had exposure to clients in practicum and seeing, like, how much religion was part
of the everyday life. It was a big shock to me. I didn't really know what to think of it at
first. And, so, I think I was more nervous about the intergroup dialog being in religion
Prior Experiences of Oppression. Several participants descried their own personal
experiences with oppression, which allowed them to empathize with the experiences of students
in their IGD groups. Speaking of his experience, John, who facilitated a dialogue on religion
described:
…but when my scholarships and grants ran out, because I had to work and go to school, I
was forced to go somewhere else to get money for school… but I was still a White
male, and that still afforded me privileges, so kind of… as a parallel process, I really
wanted to make that clear in the group that, you know, having different types of
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privilege or having more types of oppression can change your experience, and I think that
was really helpful for people too.
Experiential Engagement
Participants discussed how their level of engagement with their IGD groups evoked a
spectrum of emotions, which served to strengthen their capacity to promote social justice.
Participants described how their newly developed capacities to promote social justice (as a result
of IGD facilitation) lead them to engage in social justice activities in other arenas of their
professional life. Two subthemes emerged when exploring experiential engagement: Evocation
of Emotion and Cultivating Social Justice Interest.
Evocation of Emotion. Participants described an array of felt emotions during their IGD
facilitation experience. Some of these emotions were experienced positively, while other
emotions were more negative for facilitators. An example of positively felt emotions resulting
from the facilitation experience was explained by Beth, “It was something that I was definitely
interested in, so I felt excited about it.” Whereas, Sarah explained a moment of negative
emotions she experienced as a result of her interactions with a group member in her gender IGD:
I’m thinking now about the one male member of our group who I’m trying to think of,
like I think he, like, with every sort of demonstration and like hot topic we brought up
with respect to gender inequality he kind of refused to accept and was just always looking
for other explanations besides the fact that there just is sexism and that was pretty
frustrating.
A good example of being strongly impacted comes from Bill, who described his emotional
reaction to hearing a Black group member talk about her experience:
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Driving while black was the topic, and she said it wasn’t so bad for her, but she said
having a Black male in the car instantly made it worse… and then it just really…
that kind of hit me in the soft parts like (makes grimacing sound).
Regardless of the positive or negative nature of emotions experienced, all participants described
being emotionally invested in their IGD facilitation experience.
Cultivating Professional Social Justice Interest. Many participants discussed how they
were influenced to continue in their social justice interests as part of their professional
development (academic research and career building) after having such a strong emotional
reaction to the process and information gained from their IGD facilitation experience. This
continued social justice interest was described by Jill:
I mean, it did feel like it was something that stretched me and, um, and I knew that it was
training that I wanted to have or that I wanted to carry with me. So I even now still feel
like that had a big impact on, um, how I see myself as a psychologist in training.
And more specifically, in regard to Jill’s research, she said, “I think it’s, that really trickled down
into the readings that I’m attracted to now, the research that I’m attracted to now.” Bill
described a similar continued interest in social justice:
I’m really looking at the student veteran experience right now for my thesis, and then my
dissertation will be around stigma-seeking treatment and broaching barriers with people
and how to advocate for their treatments, so it’s have… like I would have never had done
that without having had that course, because I wasn’t aware of those kind of things.
Barriers
In order to successfully move their IGD groups through the stages of the critical-dialogic
model (Gurin et al., 2013; Zúñiga et al., 2007), participants discussed various barriers they

32

encountered. These impediments were a combination of processes, personality traits, and high
expectations, which all cumulatively served to hinder participants’ facilitation and their abilities
to view themselves confidently as social change advocates. Participants labeled certain processes
as clear barriers to group development, including their difficulties helping group members to
explore deeper into their experiences and emotions – particularly around issues of power and
privilege. As participants described the struggles they had in relation to group development, four
subthemes emerged: Lacking Self-Efficacy, Missed Opportunities, Comfort with Familiarity, and
Outlook on Social Justice Progress.
Lacking Self-Efficacy. Participants described a variety of factors that had negative
impacts on their self-esteem, one of which being self-doubt. For example, Bill said, “I didn’t
feel like I had done it necessarily well, but that’s a me-thing.” Other participants noted their
performance anxiety in the role of co-facilitator. For example, John said, “It put these
expectations, or I felt they were expectations, on me to kinda know what to do; to hit the ground
running.” Some participants feared the act of disclosing personal information or hearing group
members disclose. John, expressed his concerns, saying:
I remember just myself feeling kinda, um, anxious about the fact, like, well, okay, do I
need to reveal who I am? Do I need to reveal my opinion or is this for the group to
process their experience and should I keep that out cause you know it’s not about my
work in there.
Several individuals also described being intimidated by the use of multicultural language
when addressing oppressed groups and discussing power. Jill explained:
You know I felt, fairly comfortable, um, in my own skin I think…with my own values
and that kind of stuff. I think that the areas where I felt less comfortable were just the
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verbiage and the language…So the experiential part (of the advanced group methods
class) was something that always there for me, but then finding academic language
around how to facilitate those things I think I felt less comfortable with going into the
course.
Missed Opportunities. Participants described moments during the course of their
dialogues when they felt that they did not perform in a manner that led to optimal group
development. One form of missed-opportunity was when facilitators entered into their groups
with false assumptions about themselves or their group members, which impaired their abilities
to openly listen without these preconceived judgments clouding their interactions. John was
genuinely shocked by his false assumptions, as he described below:
I think I told them at the end of our last session that I was so surprised at the range of,
um, ideas that the students here had. Like I think I came with a stereotypical view of a
more conservative-based group of people but there was such a range from liberal to
conservative and that was really, um, awesome to see.
In other situations, participants described an overall breakdown in effectiveness between
themselves and their co-facilitator. David described an instance where he and his co-facilitator
felt they did not perform as well as they could have in an instance where a group member made a
casual statement that was perceived as a microaggression. David and his co-facilitator
highlighted the comment, which led to a group discussion. As he reflected on the experience he
stated:
We really think that we, as co-facilitators, didn’t do a good job, kind of, like, making
sure, I mean, it was hard for her to hear, I think the feedback she was getting…and then
the conversation that followed was more difficult for her than I think we, we accounted
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for in that situation. Yeah …I think I would have been more sensitive to sort of what she
was going through.
Comfort with Familiarity. Like the members of their IGD groups, the facilitators were
not immune to falling back on what were familiar schemas to them. Participants would rely on
previous experiences in which their environments provided them with security and comfort, in
forming schemas about their groups prior to the start of facilitation as Sarah:
In my background, I had talked about [gender differences] in classes and stuff and at like
events and stuff that were sponsored by my undergrad, but it was always in situations
where I kind of knew that everyone was sort of like-minded and… weren’t any sort of
adversaries in that area.
Outlook on Social Justice Progress. Despite feeling that they had made great personal
gains as social justice advocates, some participants expressed alarm at the magnitude of
advocating for social justice change. Facilitators felt that the slow progression of institutional
and systemic change despite active social justice advocacy on the part of the facilitators, at times
seemed to marginalize their efforts as social justice advocates. Bill expressed his frustrations as
such:
I think that that’s [social justice advocacy by one individual] just not enough and I don’t
know. It… I kind of feel like we get washed away in a sea of people where nothing ever
changes for, so in that sense, while I try to incorporate that thinking [about social justice
advocacy] into my everyday life, there’s also a sense of “what the fuck?”
Whatever social justice change they did acknowledge was seen as slow moving and incremental,
starting with very basic levels of growth. Beth described her thoughts on the matter like this,
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“I'm like, even if they don't quite get it, at least I'm planting the seeds.” Sarah described it like
this:
It makes me believe more in potential for more incremental change, I think a lot of times
it’s really easy to get frustrated with the current climate of you know what the general
population believes about different social identities and injustices um I think it’s a good
reminder that within a smaller circle of people we can sort of start planting some seeds
for change and so that gives me a little bit more hope
Participants consistently described a desire for wanting to explore more within their IGD group
with their group members, as David described, “When there’s, when you feel that people haven’t
moved, um, and yeah and I think it’s a little disappointing sometimes.” Similarly, Beth said,
“There's a part of me that wishes some (conflict) happened, because there wasn't a lot of conflict.
I just kind of went with it.” They felt like there was more opportunity to understand the
experience of oppression between group members.
Social Resources
In addition to discussing barriers, participants also described the importance of
encouragement throughout the process of facilitating an IGD. As participants described their
different sources of support, two subthemes emerged: Learning from Peers and Appreciation of
Mentor.
Learning from Peers. Participants described how interaction and dialogue with their
peers, including classmates and, at times, members of their IGD groups, helped them to learn and
understand their experiences more. Rather than guess and struggle with how to deal with certain
occurrences within their IGD groups, participants found that they were able to share their
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experiences with their peers and find answers and support in them. Jill described this
experience, saying:
You know, one of the other groups that was facilitating, one of the other groups of, uh,
socioeconomic status group, and so we were all able to really kind of play off of what we
were learning from each other and what we were taking out of those sort of things. Um,
and, so I remember we used most of the group time (in group supervision) to just process
what was going on in our groups and where to go the next week because it was new,
there was no precedent and none of us had really done that before.
Appreciation of Mentor. Additional support and guidance was found in the instructor
of the course. Jill stated:
And [our instructor] was a huge part in that. He was like, he was like the captain of our
ship …he just, he brought a lot of knowledge and a lot of awareness about where we were
at. Because it wasn’t necessarily the first time for him, it was just the first time, kind of,
applied in that setting. So he was really able to, like, normalize a lot of stuff for us, and
challenge us on a lot of stuff, and then bring us back to the research and so it didn’t feel
like we were floundering.
Pedagogical Techniques
Participants described a variety of methods through which they were able to deliver IGD
material and lessons in an effective manner. This included personal involvement as well as
outside resources. Two subthemes emerged in participants’ discussions of the pedagogical
techniques they learned and used: using modeling and using mixed methods.
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Using Modeling. Given that IGD involves communicating about issues that can be
personal, emotional, and difficult to talk about (e.g., experiences with privilege and oppression),
seeing others model behaviors such as self-disclosure and being vulnerable is crucial to the group
process. Kevin described, “speaking…from an ‘I’ place – that was something I used a lot and
continued to use a lot,” as one way he modeled appropriate dialogue techniques for his group
members. Participants also talked about how, in moments when they felt uncertainty or
resistance from group members, they moved the group forward through modeling vulnerable
dialogic behaviors, rather than educating through definition and lecture. For example, Bill
explained:
The biggest thing was talking about how it was uncomfortable for me to hear those
things and begin to understand them for the first time after 41 years of living without that
kind of understanding, and trying to model for the White ladies in my group that it does
feel uncomfortable and not to avoid that feeling but just kind of get it…or try to get it.
Similarly, David said:
When patterns (silence as a form of avoidance) were going on I think, um, my biggest
challenge was… being authentic and giving my, sort of, in-that-moment reaction, rather
than, like, filtering it through, you

know, well, well what else is going on.

Using Mixed Methods. Participants also discussed the many methods by which they
“taught” and guided their IGD participants, including through the use of outside reading
materials and experiential activities that served to enrich group members’ understanding of the
topics. The use of multiple activities was described by Lily:
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They really did gain a lot and have a lot of insight and the things that we did do, like the
jelly bean activity, and showing the video, and doing the family tree did really influence
them and get them thinking and talking.
In this group, the “jelly bean activity” was used to further group members’ understanding of
privileges related to one’s perceived social identity group membership. In this activity, the cofacilitators read lists of identity-based privileges, and group members were instructed to take one
jelly bean to add to a clear plastic cup in front of them each time a privilege applies to them. At
the end of this activity, group members reflect on the amount of jelly bean “privileges” in their
cups, and the associated privileges they are assigned or denied based on their perceived identity
group membership. This activity is used in conjunction with Peggy McIntosch’s (2007)
“invisible knapsack” reading on privilege, and chapters from Alan Johnson’s (2006) book on
privilege, power, and oppression, which students read prior to class in order to provide them with
common language and organizers (Gurin et al., 2013). In Lily’s group, she and her co-facilitator
also used short video clips from the internet to provide data and stimulate dialogue about hot
topics, designed to help group members develop a critical consciousness about social issues, as
the group shifted in focus from the individuals’ experiences to institutions and social systems.
Finally, in Lily’s group, a family tree activity was used in which group members were asked to
draw a family tree that included messages that they learned, implicitly or explicitly, about race
and ethnicity from each family member they included in their family tree. This activity was
designed to help group members explore their own socialization around race and ethnicity, and
was paired with Harro’s (2010) Cycle of Socialization reading.
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The goal of developing a critical consciousness about social issues was addressed through
a variety of other pedagogical methods, too. For example, Jill, who facilitated a dialogue on race
and ethnicity described dealing with resistance from participants by using a different approach:
We asked questions instead of going into teaching mode, and I remember just playing off
some examples of, like, asking them to talk about specific examples of couples that
they knew of – whether they were friends or family or people they knew of in pop culture
– to, you know, broaden the discussion a little bit more so it took it away, a little more
away from our personal value systems and biases, and more to kind of expanding their
worldview. I remember that that helped.
Development of a Critical Consciousness
Friere (1970) describes critical consciousness as a reflective awareness of inequities
embedded in social systems, differences in societal power and privilege, as well as a
reorientation of one’s perspective towards a commitment to social justice. In accordance with
Freire’s definition of a critical consciousness, participants elaborated on their movement toward
developing an in-depth, internalized understanding of socio-cultural identities, circumstances,
and experiences that moved them towards becoming part of the change process in combatting
oppression. In the development of a critical consciousness, two subthemes emerged: Movement
toward Ally Identity and Moral Imperative.
Movement toward Ally Identity. Participants identified specific shifts in their
behaviors and thoughts that moved them toward ally identities, in which social justice values are
fully internalized. Participants described increased self-efficacy when partaking in or referring
to social justice. Sarah stated, “It definitely highlights more of a need for it and again gives me
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more self-efficacy so now I feel more comfortable going into another agency or talking with
people in the community because I’ve done it before.”
Moral Imperative. Taking ally identity further, participants described internal processes
whereby their experiences as an IGD facilitator compelled them to make personal changes in
order to act as a social justice advocate. Participants detailed how they felt a social justice
responsibility after gaining the information and skills in an IGD. For example, Sarah described:
I guess that awareness piece comes up for me again um because I find myself like in
personal situations where like I can’t shake it. (laughs) I’m still hyperaware of things, it
also makes me more likely in my personal life to intervene like if I were just a group
member I don’t think that, just once and that was my only experience with social justice
stuff, I don’t think I would feel as inclined to intervene publicly but, but now I do, so…
Participants described viewing their daily activities and interactions through a social justice
framework, weighing their own and other’s privilege in each circumstance. Beth explained:
It's becoming more, it's becoming more natural, I think, with working with my clients.
And it really helps me see, like, the importance – no matter what your theoretical
orientation is. Coming at it, like overhead, with a multicultural lens, like, how much
better that is for the client?
Lastly, participants were able to identify specific incidents where, as a result of their IGD
experience, they were able to take part in ally behavior, such as described here by Lily: “Very
often, if I see something going on I know is not okay, I feel competent and empowered and also
like I should and I need to do something about it.
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Group Facilitator Development
Participants discussed experiences and processes relevant to their growth as group
facilitators. Both successes and struggles were discussed as participants progressed through their
dialogue facilitation experience. Five subthemes emerged as participants discussed their
experiences as developing group facilitators: Co-Facilitator Symbiosis, Familiarization with
Group Processes, Discomfort as Essential for Group Advancement, Group Interventions, and
Power and Equity.
Co-Facilitator Symbiosis. All of the participants spoke to the importance of their cofacilitators in their IGD facilitation experience. Some participants explained how they viewed
their co-facilitator relationship as a necessity for successful planning of group interventions and
growth, as explained by David, who facilitated a dialogue on social class and race and ethnicity:
“So we would always talk about the issues; we would always do some sort of supervision with
ourselves afterwards, just sort of planning, checking in.” Participants discussed their
appreciation for their co-facilitators in regard to their abilities and their support. For example,
Elaine, who facilitated a dialogue on religion and spirituality and social class explained:
There were a lot of times where I was really glad that he was there, because he would
say something that felt really good for the group, and that allowed me to step back and
see a lot of space in the group.
Participants often discussed moments when they were in sync with their co-facilitators in
difficult parts of the dialogue, which allowed them to work together in the moment without
having to verbally discuss what to do in order to aid the other facilitator. Beth, described this,
saying:
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If one of us is saying something, and it isn't quite hitting the group…the other group
leader knows what it is the person is trying to say, and they come in trying to do it in a
different way, or in a different language.
Familiarization with Group Process. As the majority of participants had never led a
group prior to their IGD facilitation, the evolution of their understanding of group processes was
often discussed. There were times when the participants would feel a necessity to intervene
without knowing if or how they should do so for the benefit of the group as a whole. For
example, Beth said:
My head was very busy during them (IGD sessions), like, they're not talking. Should I
ride it out? Should I let this be a comfortable thing for them? All the questions that were
going on in my head, um, I think that was, you know, aside from, you know, the hotbutton issues, my emotional reaction to thing, just learning how to navigate a group
process for the first time.
Other times participants found themselves trusting in the natural flow of group processes without
necessarily having a firm plan in place, as described by Sarah, who co-facilitated a group on
gender during one semester, and a group on sexual orientation during the semester in which the
interview took place:
I think the biggest challenge was the first time (co-facilitating an IGD), and is again now
(co-facilitating my second IGD group), is like forcing myself to kind of trust the process,
and not having, like, a clear sense of direction or guidelines to where this is going to go
and kind of trusting the group to take it somewhere, but not really knowing where it’s
going to go, like relinquishing that control is, I guess, really challenging.
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Some participants found it difficult to attend to individuals while simultaneously attending to the
group as a whole, struggling to give attention and space where needed for individuals, but to
ultimately maintain intergroup processes as the priority. David explained this struggle
particularly well, sating, “we always tried to…bring the issue back to the broader group and sort
of not…keep the focus on those two. Um, you know sort of say like what are other people
seeing in this situation?”
Discomfort as Essential for Group Advancement. Participants described many
instances when discomfort was present during their dialogues and how they felt that the
discomfort was necessary in order to engage their groups. Participants described how the
discomfort was likely because group members had never had the opportunity or expectation to
discuss power and privilege openly in mixed social identity groups. By drawing on this
discomfort, facilitators were able to help their groups to grow, as described here by Kevin:
I think I've also actually become much more patient with letting there just be a lot of
uncomfortability (sic) in the room... and not trying to... cover it up. Actually to be much
better about pointing it out... and, and let it simmer. Um, and even draw it out ...sort of
let there be silence and then also when it gets to that point where it feels that people are
avoiding ...to really draw some of that stuff out. Um, so I think I've been much better able
to, um, pull out what's in the room.
Closely related to discomfort, participants noted the necessity of conflict in IGD. Participants
described conflict as a source of discomfort, and as a mechanism to the open exchange of ideas
and experiences. For example, Elaine said:
Learning that conflict’s a necessary…and expected part of social justice and figuring out
how to respond to that and how to let that be okay and respectful… um… while also

44

hard, I think, as a really core… something that has to happen if you’re going to do really
good social justice.
Learning Effective Group Interventions. Participants discussed a range of specific
interventions they found effective in facilitating their IGD. A frequently discussed intervention
was the use of process comments that enabled facilitators to focus individual group members on
the group dynamics. For example, Lily explained, “well like once realizing that they were, and
they admitted they were very people pleasing, um calling them on it saying okay so there’s
silence here and calling out the process.” Other interventions included creating space for
members to dialogue freely. For example Bill described, “I was already working on the sitting
with people who are having an emotional response and don’t try to make them stop.” Claire,
who facilitated a dialogue on social class explained how she used a process comment to focus the
group on the process that was happening in the room, which simultaneously was able to create
space for more quiet members:
If one person was talking the whole time, you know, kind of saying like, ‘You know,
I’m noticing other people here are quiet. Just wondering if anyone has anything they
want to contribute?’ Um… you know, there were definitely people that were slower to
speak up… and in general speak up as often, but trying to create that space for them,
you know, without directly calling them out.
Power and Equity. Participants discussed how they navigated power within the
dialogues. One component of this was how they navigated sharing power with their cofacilitators and with their group members. One way that this was done is explained here by Lily:
We’d try to mirror, like, a sharing of power especially in the race group so it, apart from
just talking about it, we try to have equal time or more time in terms of talking in terms of
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what we, we were very intentional about how we structured the group um and so that we
would both be seen as the facilitators not one
Participants also discussed how, at times, they needed to be conscious about balancing their roles
as facilitators (and the power they held) with their roles as participants. Beth described,
“navigating in my head being a facilitator, but also being a member of intergroup dialogue, it
was, like, that responsibility of, like, keeping the group moving, managing feelings, making sure
everybody is getting their share.”
Exemplary Experience
Participants talked about highly valuing their experiences as co-facilitators. This value
was expressed in two distinct subthemes: Positive Endorsement of Experiences and External
Desirability of Learned Skills.
Positive Endorsement of Experience. Participants spoke of their appreciation for
having been able to facilitate an IGD group in regard, based on what they saw others
experiencing and what they experienced themselves. For example, Kevin, who facilitated
dialogue on religion and spirituality and social class stated:
I just love it…There are parts in me where I'm like, "Gosh, darn it”…I'm like, you know,
"I wish we could have gotten more to this. I wish we've gotten more to this." Um, just in
general I think it's just such a valuable experience…for everyone that's in that room.
Several participants discussed their excitement and joy in seeing group members’ growth across
the eight weeks, as well as their own growth. Jill, who facilitated a dialogue on race and
ethnicity explained, “It was really awesome. After, like, the culmination of seeing the growth in
the participants and the, um, their connection to each other and this awareness they kind of had.”
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Additionally, participants discussed how impactful the IGD experience was to them. Bill, who
facilitated a dialogue on race and ethnicity stated:
Yeah, so as far as my development, I think there’s not an area that it hasn’t been
impacted in some place. I’m really not trying to sound corny and cheese ball…when I
say this class has probably affected me more than any other class I’ve taken, ever.
External Desirability of Learned Skills. Some of the participants described how the
knowledge and skills that they learned while co-facilitating IGD were valuable to them in
settings outside of the actual facilitation experience, expanding into other professional areas such
as clinical practice, teaching, and office settings (including a college counseling centers). For
example, Lily, who facilitated dialogues on both race and ethnicity and social class shared:
From that [IGD co-facilitation] experience, because it was so powerful, I helped facilitate
an intergroup dialogue type experience for professional staff at my job using some of the
skills that we did, some of the techniques that we did here, and that has helped other
people. So I think it really has improved me as a counseling psychologist specifically
with regard to advocacy.
Similarly, some participants felt that they were more in demand, professionally, as a result of
their IGD co-facilitation experience, with several participants speaking to the experience as
being viewed as a commodity by internship sites and employers, as described by Beth, who
facilitated a dialogue on religion:
I know like, on internship interviews, so many places liked that one spot on my C.V.
[where IGD co-facilitation was listed]. They were like, "Oh! Can you tell me about
that?" And it wasn't something I expected to get asked about… just because it was one
line on there. And, so, people dig this; like, this is a big deal, and I'm really fortunate to
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have been able to participate in it, because most places don't have [an IGD
program].
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CHAPTER V: DISCUSSION
The current study sought to gain a richer understanding of the experiences of counseling
psychology doctoral students who served as IGD facilitators as a part of their training, and to
identify if and how this experience contributed to their development of multicultural and social
justice competencies and their development as group facilitators. Despite the growing
acknowledgement that multicultural and social justice competencies are related but separate sets
of competencies (Constantine et al. 2007; Vera and Speight, 2003), research suggests that
multicultural competencies are often only addressed in single, traditional lecture-style courses
(Abreau et al. 2007), and there is a lack of explicit focus on social justice competencies in
counseling psychology training (Pieterse et al., 2009). This study responded to the call from the
counseling psychology field to incorporate more integrated and experiential learning into
multicultural and social justice training (Arrendondo & Perez, 2003; Miller and Sendrowitz,
2011; Vera and Speight, 2003), and the need to develop non-traditional teaching methods for
developing social justice advocates (Koch & Juntunen, 2014). Ultimately, this study aimed to
provide support for the use of IGD as a pedagogical tool to aid counseling psychology training
programs in developing students’ multicultural, social justice, and group work competencies.
As we began to analyze the data, we made the decision to remain at the level of rich
description, due to the lack of prior research and the need for more information in order to create
theory. Corbin and Strauss (2008) suggested, however, that previously derived theoretical
frameworks can be useful in grounded theory when, “after studying a topic, the researcher finds
that a previously developed framework is closely aligned to what is being discovered in the
researcher’s present study, and therefore can use it to complement, extend, and verify the
findings (p. 39). It is in this vein that we drew on several existing theories in the interpretation of
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our data, including Goodman et al.’s (2004) feminist and multicultural principles for social
justice advocacy work, Miller and Sendrowitz’s (2011) application of Social Cognitive Career
Theory (SCCT) (Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1994), and theory on group dynamics and leadership
(e.g., Yalom & Lesczc, 2005). Below we discuss our results in relation to participants’
development as social justice advocates and their development as group facilitators as a result of
their IGD facilitation experience (these two broad areas of development are not mutually
exclusive, but are discussed in relation to relevant prior research and theory in each domain).
Development of multicultural and social justice competencies. One of the recurring
principles discussed in social justice advocacy work within counseling psychology is that of
ongoing self-examination (Goodman et al., 2004). Participants in our study reported the
importance of integrating their prior experiences with this type of advocacy work, and their own
experiences with oppression, suggesting that IGD training and facilitation may offer an
opportunity for ongoing self-examination in counseling psychology doctoral training. Part of
this comes from the experiential nature of IGD training and the co-facilitation of IGD, as
reflected in our Experiential Engagement theme. Within this theme, one subtheme that emerged
was Evocation of Emotion. Facilitators reported their emotional investment in their groups had a
significant impact on their desire to engage in social justice activities. Facilitators experienced
emotions as they learned about the varied lived experiences of power and oppression in their
group members. These findings support Seaman, Beightol, Shirilla, and Crawford (2009), and
Zembylas (2008) who suggested that non-traditional or informal teaching strategies that focus
more on affective than intellectual processing are more effective in helping students learn
multicultural topics. These type of non-traditional teaching strategies rely on experiential
learning, a method of acquiring knowledge through critically and emotionally analyzing
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information presented, using self-reflection and awareness (Nagda, Gurin, & Lopez, 2003). The
processing of emotions impacted how participants viewed their roles as social justice advocates.
These evoked emotions served to fuel facilitator’s social justice engagement in their professional
development, specifically in their research. Emotional investment in their IGD helped to
cultivate a professional social justice interest. Emotional engagement has been described as one
of the unique aspects of IGD as a form of multicultural and social justice education in that it
focuses on building relationships within and across social identity groups and conflicts, thereby
adding an affective component to cognitive learning (Zúñiga et al., 2007) not usually cultivated
in traditional pedagogy, further highlighting the utility of IGD in social justice and group
training. In the IGD literature, the affective component of the experience is usually described as
being beneficial to the group members. Our data also suggest the importance of the emotional
experience for the professional development of the facilitators, as well. Facilitators are
experiencing personal gain through their own learning via non-traditional methods as well as
professional gain in their ability to communicate information through different methods.
The other subtheme related to Experiential Engagement was Cultivating Professional
Social Justice Interest. This theme is consistent by work by Miller and Sendrowitz (2011)
examining professional development in the domain of social justice. In response to a lack of
data on the development of social justice interests and commitment in counseling psychology
trainees, Miller and Sendrowitz adapted Lent, Brown, and Hackett’s (1994) Social Cognitive
Career Theory (SCCT) to better understand the development of social justice interest and
commitment. They believed that a better understanding of processes that lead to social justice
interest and commitment may allow counseling psychology training programs to cater their
social justice training more specifically to activities that directly benefit professional social
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justice development. They examined social justice interest and commitment as they impacted by
two variables, social justice self-efficacy, one’s perceived ability to perform specific social
justice tasks and social justice outcome expectation, perceived outcomes associated with
engaging in social justice advocacy. Miller and Sendrowitz found that social justice interest and
commitment were increased as a result of increases in social justice self-efficacy and outcome
expectations. Additionally, they found that social justice self-efficacy and outcome expectations
were directly impacted by two other variables, perceived social supports and barriers.
In our data analysis, two highly related themes emerged, Barriers and Social Supports,
which seem to map on to Miller and Sendrowitz’s (2011) concepts of perceived social supports
and barriers with regard to social justice self-efficacy and outcome expectations. Miller and
Sendrowitz stated that social justice supports and barriers are anticipated proximal social
supports and social barriers which are inherent in the pursuit of social justice engagement, such
as faculty, administration, and access to opportunity. Although we did find that there were
several specific supports (Appreciation of Mentor) that aligned with Miller and Sendrowitz’s
(2011) definition of social justice supports and barriers, we also found that processes resulting
from IGD facilitation served as barriers to social justice commitment more than anything else.
These barriers are described in the theme of Barriers. Throughout the facilitation process,
participants described challenges that served as impediments to their development of social
justice self-efficacy and social justice outcome expectations. Some of these challenges were
intrapersonal in nature, such as lack self-efficacy to facilitate adequately on challenging topics.
Regret also served as a barrier as a result of feelings of missing opportunities for facilitating
maximum expressions of affect, where facilitators felt they could have guided the group more
constructively in a deeper exploration of emotions. Participants’ initial comfort with group
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members who were more similar to themselves rather than embracing difference as an
opportunity to learn acted as a an additional barrier.
A more systemic barrier was participants’ outlooks on the progress of social justice from
a societal or global perspective, outside of their IGD. Specifically, as a result of the slow
movement of systemic and institutional change, facilitators felt discouraged at times in their
social justice efforts. This is not surprising given Chesler’s (2001) findings that corporate and
community dialogue groups can have more success at enacting systemic change than academic
dialogue groups as a result of working in “intact” groups (i.e., groups that were already working
closely together prior to the dialogue, and who were deeply invested in organizational problems).
Chesler states that as a result of this “intact” group identity these groups, in comparison to
dialogue groups in academia who are brought together for purposes of education and who are
strangers at the onset of dialogue, were able to learn as a group and move more quickly to
collective action at an institutional and systemic level. Therefore, it is possible that the
frustration experienced by participants would not be as severe if they were facilitating dialogues
outside of academia in community or corporate settings where systemic and institutional action
may be quicker to occur. More recent research, however (e.g., Dessel & Ali, 2012; Gurin et al.,
2013) suggest that IGD in academia can lead to social action, therefore additional research is
needed to better understand how facilitators may be able to take a more positive view on the
possibility for social action to result from IGD.
Having the opposite effect on social justice self-efficacy and outcome expectation Social
Resources, another supporting theme in the development of social justice self-efficacy (Miller &
Sendrowitz, 2011). This theme highlights the importance of facilitators being able to learn and
grow through their relationships with peers and mentors who are educated in multicultural and
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social justice issues; and on the theory, research, and practice of IGD. Participants not only
dialogued with their individual IGD groups, but also employed dialogic techniques with each
other and with their IGD mentor to gain better insight into their own experiences. If their own
experiences left them uncertain about how to proceed, they were able to learn from the
experiences and actions of their peers and mentor. This increased insight and sharing of
experiences increased their understanding and confidence in how to approach and interpret what
was happening in the IGD groups and within themselves.
In addition to social supports, the development of specific skills facilitated participants’
development of social justice self-efficacy. Specifically, participants described their gains in
Pedagogical Techniques, like Using Modeling and Using Mixed Methods. Learning about the
theory, research, and practice of IGD in the advanced group course provided participants with a
variety of information about social justice advocacy, and power and privilege based on
sociocultural group identity memberships, and helped them to continue to develop their own
personal awareness in these domains. In addition, students learned about dialogue (Bohm, 1996)
as a methodology for helping people develop relationships across groups and to work through
conflict, and how dialogue techniques can be applied in other settings, including group
counseling (Chen, Thombs, & Costa, 2005) and other forms of outreach (Schoem & Saunders,
2001). In conjunction with their IGD facilitation experience, they were able to combine and
apply all of their knowledge, awareness, and skills from the class to make an impact on the
members of their groups. Participants unanimously endorsed that Using Mixed Methods in order
to share their full knowledge, awareness, and skills with their group members. This mixed
methods approach was useful in both exposing trainees to social justice in action outside of the
traditional classroom, as well as letting them gain experience in working with social justice
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concepts with others. These mixed methods were particularly useful when discussing difficult
topics as part of the learning process, because resistance to the topics was a possibility, and the
information needed to be given in multiple forms sometimes in order for it to have an effect on
and individual. The use of mixed methods is very useful in answering the call for social justice
education to go beyond traditional teaching methods (Vera and Speight, 2003; Constantine et al.
2007).
A cumulative result of the development of Social Supports and Pedagogical Techniques
helped participants to continue to develop a critical consciousness, another theme in our data. A
critical consciousness includes a reflective awareness of inequities contained within social
systems, differences in societal power and privilege, and a reorientation of one’s perspective
towards a commitment to social justice. Participants’ facilitation experiences moved them
toward ally identities in which they were more able to embody social justice ideals (some even
stating directly that they felt an increase in self-efficacy to advocate for social justice outside of
the group). As part of their movement toward an ally identity, facilitators felt a sense of
obligation, or moral imperative in their own personal engagement, when met with opportunities
to engage in social justice advocacy. Not only were they interested in the ideals of social justice,
but they felt a sense of duty to act in a manner that supported the ideals. Goodman et al. (2004)
described “facilitating consciousness raising” as one of six guiding multicultural and feminist
principles in social justice work. Goodman et al. explained how consciousness raising requires
understanding that individual difficulties are rooted in larger historical, social, and political
forces, and equally important is that they are able to use this knowledge to influence their
choices and actions moving forward to work toward a less oppressive society. The development
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of a critical consciousness as a result of facilitating an IGD, allows trainees to achieve such
goals.
Development of group competencies. One theme was particularly relevant to
participants’ professional development as group facilitators: Group Facilitator Development.
The skills and experiences that participants gained while leading their IGD groups enabled them
to interact with individuals with different life experiences than themselves. Learning Effective
Group Interventions, a subtheme of Group Facilitator Development, resulted in learning new
techniques for interacting in and leading groups, and participants became better able to address
social justice topics with those who were less knowledgeable and open to learning about the
sensitive and sometimes difficult conversations that can arise when discussing social justice.
Yalom & Lesczc (2005) discussed how groups are a social microcosm that represent society at
large, therefore IGD allows facilitators to use observe and use this process in the here-and-now
as it unfolds in the group, and to “practice” social justice advocacy skills, combined with skills
required for communicating in groups on a micro-level, before implementing them on a macrolevel (outside the IGD). This ability to “practice” allows IGD facilitators to increase their
perceived ability to implement social justice, thereby increasing their efficacy as social justice
advocates.
In addition, recent calls have been made in the group literature for group practitioners to
apply a social justice framework to their group work (e.g., Ratts, Anthony, & Santos, 2010), and
Chen, Thombs, & Costa (2005) have suggested that dialogue is a useful technique for addressing
multicultural and social justice issues in groups. Addressing social justice issues in groups
involves the need to be able to work with issues of Power and Equity, in both the larger social
context and the here-and-now of the group, and to share power with their co-facilitator and group
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members. Sharing power and giving voice are two guiding principles for social justice advocacy
work in counseling psychology (Goodman et al., 2004), and IGD provides an opportunity to
develop awareness and skills related to sharing power in the context of a group intervention.
Therefore, IGD facilitation as a modality for group training incorporates both training in group
theory and practice, but it combines that training with the development multicultural and social
justice advocacy skills that are increasingly in demand in group work.
Co-Facilitator Symbiosis, another subtheme of Group Facilitator Development, is
important to mention, specifically, as every participant noted the importance of this process. Cofacilitation is a common leadership modality in a wide variety of groups (Roller & Nelson,
1993), including group psychotherapy, yet the processes involved in co-facilitation remain
largely understudied (and presumably under taught, as a result) (Luke & Hackney, 2007). Our
results suggest that IGD facilitation may be one way useful experiential method for teaching
students about group co-facilitation. For example, participant’s reported that they were able to
more successfully lead their groups as a result of feeling comfortable and in sync with their cofacilitator. This finding is supported by research on team cognition by Miles and Kivlighan
(2008), who found that the mental models of co-leader pairs became more similar across the span
of an entire IGD; additionally, they found that this increase in similarity was related to increases
in engagement aspects of the group climate. By providing pairs of facilitators with differing
social identities, the structure of IGD (Zuniga et al., 2007) allows pairs to work across social
identity groups around difficult identity-based topics like privilege and oppression, and to draw
on each other’s strengths in order to become better facilitators and feel more enabled in the
future to deal with difficult moments. The combination of co-facilitator mental model similarity
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and difference in individual identities, experiences, and strengths can create an optimal
environment for learning about group co-facilitation.
In Group Facilitator Development, the theme of Discomfort as Essential for Group
Advancement plays an important role in group productivity. Participants reported feeling
initially uncomfortable with conflict in the group, but learned to embrace conflict as a source of
growth and opportunity for helping the group progress into richer, more meaningful dialogue.
This finding is supported by Yalom & Lesczc (2005), who discuss how people initially have
negative reactions to the idea of conflict, immediately labeling it as dangerous, when in actuality,
conflict is a positive occurrence that can be exceptionally valuable to the course of groups.
Yalom and Leszcz state that conflict is inevitable in groups and that its absence is indicative of
some impairment of the developmental sequence in group work. In addition, the IGD literatures
(e.g., Zúñiga et al., 2007) and on dialogue more broadly (e.g., Bohm, 1996), also describe
conflict as an essential component of the dialogue process in that group members can learn to
dialogue through conflict in order to maintain and build healthy intergroup and interpersonal
relationships.
Part of understanding conflict’s role in the group ties in with the last subtheme of Group
Facilitator Development, Familiarization with Group Process. Participants learned rhythms and
patterns of groups that were initially foreign to them. Participants grew from having no idea
what to expect from multiple people interacting at once to skillfully interpreting ways in which
the group functioned
Student and external evaluation of IGD facilitation in training. Finally, from a
practical standpoint, we found two subthemes related to participants’ feeling that facilitating IGD
was an Exemplary Experience in their doctoral training in counseling psychology. First,
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participants expressed Positive Endorsement of the Experience of Facilitating IGD as part of
social justice advocacy and group work training. Yalom & Lesczc (2005) discuss the importance
of group facilitators believing in the power of group in order for them to be effective group
facilitators. Therefore, participants’ positive experiences may not only further develop their
interests and self-efficacy as social justice advocates (Miller & Sendrowitz, 2011), and may also
make them more effective group leaders who believe in the power of group work. Participants
also reflected on the External Desirability of Learned Skills and Experience that they gained
through their IGD facilitation. The combination of multicultural and social justice competencies,
and group facilitation skills that participants receive from training in IGD facilitation can be
useful not only in group counseling (e.g., Chen, Thombs, & Costa, 2005; Ratts, Anthony, &
Santos, 2010), but also in a variety of other settings (Schoem & Saunders, 2001), like campus
and community outreach.
Strengths and Limitations. One strength of the current study is that it helps provide
empirical data for the use of one specific type of non-traditional teaching method for developing
social justice and group competencies: IGD facilitation. The qualitative methods allowed for
rich description of the participants’ experiences, and provide important information for education
and training in both social justice and group work domains of counseling psychology. Even
given these strengths, however, there are several limitations which must be acknowledged. First,
the data for this study were gathered from participants in a single counseling psychology
program, with its own unique culture and a specific training model, the SPA model. Therefore,
the results may not be applicable to all counseling psychology students, or to programs that use a
different training model. For example, the multicultural and social justice emphasis of this
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program may draw especially multicultural and social justice minded individuals as students,
therefore IGD facilitation may have only affirmed beliefs that were already present.
Additionally, although the use of a grounded theory was intentionally chosen for its
flexibility, our use of theoretical sampling may be viewed as problematic in the current study.
Rather than shifting the entire content of interview questioning after each participant to explore
newly discovered processes, deviations in the interviews only took the form of follow-up
questions to answers derived from the original script. We chose to do this due to the lack of preexisting literature on the experience of IGD facilitators. We felt that there is so much novel
information contained within each interview that it was best to not alter the line of questioning,
but rather use the results obtained from this study as a basis for future theoretical sampling.
Implications for Practice. Understanding how to increase social justice interest and
positive outcome expectations is crucial for counseling psychology training programs if they are
to increase social justice commitment in their trainees. IGD allows training programs the
opportunity to provide trainees with experiences that can have direct impact on increasing both
their social justice self-efficacy and positive outcome expectations, which impact their social
justice interest and commitment (Miller & Sendrowitz, 2011). Through IGD facilitation,
counseling psychology trainees undergo experiences that lead to increased social justice interest,
which therefore leads to trainees with increased commitment to social justice. Counseling
psychology training programs that implement IGD provide the exact type of experiential
engagement that researchers in the field have been calling for the past decade (Arrendondo &
Perez, 2003; Constantine et al., 2007; Lee, 2007; Miller & Sendrowitz, 2011; Pieterse et al.,
2009; Vera & Speight, 2003).
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Results of this study better elaborate on the processes of social justice development,
experienced by current counseling psychology trainees. This information serves to inform future
counseling psychology training programs who wish to implement IGD how/where to accentuate
certain learning experiences that increase social justice interest and ultimately, social justice
commitment. In their IGD trainee preparation, programs can better prepare students for what to
expect through readings and dialogic means. Additionally, faculty who are teaching IGD to
trainees can better prepare for the questions and experiences that may arise from their students,
facilitating a sense of confidence in faculty and trainee’s abilities.
Beyond presenting results about processes that positively affected social justice interest
and commitment, this study provides information on areas where trainees struggled with IGD.
Future programs can begin to examine where to improve on their instruction and preparation of
trainees in areas that had negative impacts on their growth as social justice advocates. Minimally,
training programs can prepare IGD facilitators for the potential presence of these negative
experiences, so that they are more aware of possible setbacks that might occur throughout the
process and be more prepared for them.
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Table A-1. Sociocultural Identities of Participants
Name

Age

Race

Religion

Sexual
Orientation

SES

David

25

White

Atheist

Gay

Lower
Middle

Elaine

27

White

Secular
Humanist

Lesbian

Middle

2

1. Religion/
Spirituality
2. Social
Class

Beth

27

White

Atheist

Heterosexual Middle

2

1. Religion

Sarah

28

White

Agnostic/
Muslim

Heterosexual Middle

2

1. Gender
2. Sexual
Orientation

Jill

28

White

Integrated Heterosexual Middle

2

1. Race/
Ethnicity

Claire

28

White

Agnostic

Heterosexual Upper
Middle

2

1. Social
Class

Lily

31

Black

Christian/
Catholic

Heterosexual Upper
Middle

3

1. Race/
Ethnicity
2. Social
Class

Kevin

32

White

None

Heterosexual Middle

2

1. Religion/
Spirituality
2.Social
Class

John

34

Black

Christian/
Catholic

Gay

2

1. Religion

Bill

42

White

“Person
of the
World”

Heterosexual Working
Poor

2

1. Race/
Ethnicity

Middle

Prior
IGD
Group
Topic(s)
Courses
2
1. Social
Class
2. Race/
Ethnicity
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Table A-2. Themes and Subthemes
Themes

Subthemes

Impactful Prior Experiences

Prior Relevant Experiences
Lack of Prior Experiences
Prior Experiences of Oppression

Experiential Engagement

Evocation of Emotion
Cultivating Professional Social Justice
Interest

Barriers

Lacking Self-Efficacy
Missed Opportunities
Comfort with Familiarity
Outlook on Social Justice Progress

Social Resources

Learning from Peers
Appreciation of Mentor

Pedagogical Techniques

Using Modeling
Using Mixed-Methods

Development of a Critical Consciousness

Movement toward Ally Identity
Moral Imperative

Group Facilitator Development

Facilitator Symbiosis.
Familiarization with Group Process
Discomfort as Essential for Group
Advancement.
Learning Effective Group Interventions.
Power and Equity

Exemplary Experiences

Positive Endorsement of Experience.
External Desirability of Learned Skills.
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Dear << Former PSYC 675 Student>>,
My name is Brittany White and my research team and I are conducting a study examining the
experiences of Intergroup Dialogue Facilitators and how the experience has impacted
counselor’s group counseling abilities as well as their social justice commitment. I have
contacted you due to your past enrollment in PSYC:675 and your role as a former Intergroup
Dialogue Facilitator. Much research has been done on the experience of Intergroup Dialogue
participants, however there is little work looking at the experience of the counseling students
who serve as Intergroup Dialogue facilitators- this study seeks to gain a better understanding of
that experience.
I would like to invite you to participate in the current study, given your unique perspectives as
former Intergroup Dialogue Facilitators and student of PSYC:675. Participation in the study will
require you to partake in a one-time, digitally, audio-recorded, in-person interview in Austin
Peay, room 410H, about the topic of how serving as an Intergroup Dialogue Facilitator has
influenced your abilities as a group counselor and what type of influence your experience has
had on your commitment to social justice. The interviews are expected to take approximately
50-60 minutes, but will vary depending on your responses to interview questions.
A note about confidentiality: To protect confidentiality, participants will be asked to refrain from
using specific names or other identifying information in the interviews, and any identifying
information included in the in the interview will not be transcribed. Transcripts and digital
audio-recordings will be labeled with only an identifying code, not participants’ names, and will
be stored in a locked filing cabinet in a research lab. A key matching the identifying code to
participants’ names will be stored separately, in a locked filing cabinet in my Dr. Miles’ office.
If you are interested in participating in this study, please email me at bwhite33@utk.edu to
schedule an interview. I will personally conduct each interview.
If you have any other questions about the study, feel free to email me at bwhite33@utk.edu.
This study has been reviewed by the University of Tennessee Institutional Review Board, and if
you have any questions or concerns about confidentiality and participant rights’, please contact
the University of Tennessee Institutional Review Board at blawson@utk.edu or (865) 974-7697.
Sincerely,
Brittany White
Counseling Psychology Doctoral Student
Department of Psychology
University of Tennessee
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A qualitative study of the experience of Intergroup Dialogue Facilitators as it relates to
group therapy and social justice commitment
Informed Consent Statement (Initial interviews)
Purpose: The purpose of this study is to examine the experience of Intergroup Dialogue
Facilitators, in hopes that we may gain a better understanding of how the experience can
constructively impact the abilities of those involved in the domains of group therapy and social
justice commitment. By better understanding what Intergroup Dialogue Facilitators experienced,
learned, and ultimately took away from the role, the study hopes to explain how facilitating
Intergroup Dialogues can be a beneficial tool in the training of counseling students.
Procedures: We expect that interviews will take about an hour, but that depends partly on how
much you would like to share about your experiences and training in co-leadership. You will be
asked some very broad questions about your experiences as an Intergroup Dialogue Facilitator,
and you will be asked to reflect on how you have interpreted your experiences and ultimately
incorporated your experience into your current work as a counselor.
The interview will be recorded digitally, audio-recorded. The recording is necessary because,
although only one person conducts your interview, each person on our research team will want to
hear what you have to say. After each member has listened to an interview, we will meet as a
team to discuss what we have learned. To help in this process, a transcript of your interview will
also be typed. A transcript allows one member of the team to say something like, “At about line
#165, I thought she said something especially important. . .” so that we are all literally “on the
same page.”
We expect to conduct 8-12 interviews in total. A final part of the procedure is called “Member
Checking.” This is a way to ensure the validity of our findings. When our preliminary report is
finished we will send it by email to everyone we have interviewed. A week or two later we will
contact 4-5 of these persons by email to ask if they would agree to a brief second “member
check” interview. If you agree, we will meet at a mutually arranged time in the same location
(Austin Peay 410 H) and ask if you think our report is accurate, whether we missed something
important, and how we can improve the report. Member checks usually require about 15-20
minutes. If you are one of the 4-5 persons selected for a “member check” you are completely free
to decline. Participating in the first interview in no way creates an obligation for you to
participate in the member check interview.
Benefits: We will send every person we interview a draft copy and a final copy of our project
report. You might find this information beneficial. We hope there will be considerable benefits
for future UT students if our results can help improve their academic and personal-social
experiences at UT. If the project report is published in an academic journal, we hope it will
eventually help students on many other campuses.
Risks: There are no risks involved in this research beyond what you might experience in
everyday life. If for any reason you don’t want to answer a particular question, you are free not
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to answer. You can also stop the interview at any time you wish. In the next section we describe
the procedures in place to protect your confidentiality.
Sensitive Issues: As a further protection you are free to avoid discussing any topic that you find
too distressing. You can simply choose to avoid talking about that topic in your interview. If you
choose to discuss actions that involved illegal activity that pose a risk of physical harm to you or
someone else, we cannot guarantee your confidentiality.
Protecting your confidentiality: The recording of your interview and the transcript will be
labeled only with a code letter (for example, “Interview A,” “Interview B,” etc.). As a further
protection, just before your interviewer turns on the recorder she/he will remind you not to
mention the names of specific persons or places during the interview itself. In that way, no
specific identifying information (e.g. your home town, where you live on the UT campus, or the
name of a specific friend) will appear on the recording or in the transcript. When the project is
completed, we hope to publish the results and send a copy to UT administrators. In this report we
will quote some material from specific interviews to help make our points. For example, we
might say something like “Interviewee H said, ‘Living in the UT residence halls was . . .’ ”
However, before we send our report to others, we will email a copy to you. When you read our
report, if you object to any direct quote from your interview, we will remove that material from
the final report. We will create a “matching key” list that will have your name and contact
information as well as your interview code label. However, this list will be kept in a locked
location entirely separate from the interviews and transcripts. We use this list to determine how
to reach you for the member check interviews. When the member checks are complete in the Fall
of this year, this list will be destroyed. After that, it will be impossible for anyone to determine
the identity of a particular interview recording or transcript.
CONTACT INFORMATION: If you have questions at any time about the study or the
procedures, (or you experience adverse effects as a result of participating in this study) you may
contact the director, Dr. Deborah Welsh, at Austin Peay,1404 Circle Drive, Knoxville, TN
37996, or by phone at (865) 974-8540. If you have questions about your rights as a participant,
contact the Office of Research Compliance Officer at (865) 974-3466.
PARTICIPATION: You must be over 18 years of age to participate in this study. You must
have been enrolled at UT in PSYC: 675 at some point during the 2011-2014 academic years.
Your participation in this study is voluntary; you may decline to participate without penalty. If
you decide to participate, you may withdraw from the study at any time without penalty.
Consent:
I have read the above information on page 1 and page 2 of this Consent Form. I have received a
copy of this information. I agree to participate in this study.
Participant’s Signature: ________________________________ Date: ___________
Investigator’s Signature: ________________________________Date: ___________
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Thank you so much for coming in today << first name>>, we really appreciate you taking the
time to sit down and talk with us about your experience as an Intergroup Dialogue Facilitator. I
expect that the interview will take around an hour, but that can vary depending on your response
to questions. I just want to remind you that if you are uncomfortable with any question you’re
free to not answer and we can just move on to the next question. Are you ready to get started?
Great, so
1. How comfortable were you with directly addressing issues of inequality based on group
membership before becoming an Intergroup Dialogue Facilitator?
2. How do you feel your experience affected your levels of comfort with this issue?
3. What were some strategies that you found that worked well to achieve the creation of an
inclusive group?
4. Was it personally difficult to hear group member’s resistance to ownership of discriminatory
practices as a counselor in a program that fosters multiculturalism?
5. How did you develop a sense of ownership/self-awareness of their role in discriminatory
practices in members of both sides of the dialogue?
6. How did this experience help you realize what you needed to improve upon skill-wise in order
to enable group members to achieve individual ownership of discrimination?
7. How did you respond to group member’s highly emotional and sometimes negative reactions
to what other members of the group would say?
8. Is that a skill you have since used with more frequency or comfort since your time as an
Intergroup Dialogue Facilitator?
9. What was it like to create an inclusive group environment when interacting with conflicting
experiences of group members?
10. Did you feel like you were effective at facilitating a democratic environment of shared power
and influence?
11. Was this difficult?
12. How did you accomplish this?
13. How do you feel that the democratic emphasis of social justice and Intergroup Dialogue have
impacted your approach to leading group therapy presently?
14. Are there any skills or competencies you feel you use more than you had prior to being an
Intergroup Dialogue Facilitator?
15. Looking back, what are some skills or competencies that you feel like you wish you had had
more experience with going into your role as a facilitator?
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16. What are some specific skills, knowledge, or lessons that stand out to you as major take
always from your experience as an Intergroup Dialogue Facilitator?
17. In your current interaction with clients and or students, do you draw on your experience as an
Intergroup Dialogue Facilitator?
-If yes, then how so?
-How frequently?
18. In what way has the information shared by group members during your experience impacted
your commitment to social justice?
19. Given your experience in PSYC:675 which served to give a very in depth understanding of
multicultural competence and commitment to social justice, were there any moments when you
found yourself surprised at experiences mentioned by group members ?
20. How did you process information that may have been contradictory to what your previously
held schemas depicted?
21. Did you ever self-disclose your own personal biases? If yes, how so and how did this effect
group dynamics?
22. How did the process of personal accommodation and assimilation during your role as a
facilitator translate to your current work with clients who were culturally different than you?
23. How did your experience as an Intergroup Dialogue Facilitator impact the way you currently
conceptualize clients?
24. How did your facilitator experience impact the way you intervene in group settings?
25. What were some surprises you experienced as an Intergroup Dialogue Facilitator?
26. Would you recommend the experience of being an Intergroup Dialogue Facilitator to other
counselors, why or why not?
27. Is there anything else you can think of that you would like to add about your experience as an
Intergroup Dialogue Facilitator as we conclude the interview?
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1. Courses/Work Related to Social Justice
2. Teaching
3. Feeling Comfortable
4. Indirect Contact with Social Justice
5. Not Connected with Personal Connection w/ Topic/Strictly Intellectual Connection with Topic
6. Being on the Outside
7. Desire to Blend in/ Survival Tactics
8. Perspective Taking
9. Excitement about Topic
10. Discomfort with Power
11. Difficulty Balancing Power
12. Being Vulnerable
13. Unexpected Emotions
14. Material as Facilitator
15. Hurt By Dominant Culture
16. Mixed Emotions
17. Anger
18. Personal Growth/Self-actualization
19. Self-Involvement in Participation
20. Modeling
21. Balancing Roles
22. Appreciation of Co-facilitator
23. Transparency
24. Conflict Necessity
25. Discomfort with Participant Vulnerability
26. Self-Awareness
27. Power Sharing
28. Empowering Others
29. Necessary but Difficult
30. Elevating Experience/Commodity
31. Counseling as Tool/ CNS as Vessel for SJ
32. “Wanting More/ Wanting to Go Deeper”
33. No Experience (Group)
34. Discomfort
35. Comfort with Like-Mindedness
36. Comfort with Knowledge
37. Growth as Social Justice Advocate
38. Varied Facilitator Strategies
39. Struggling with Group Process
40. Creating Space
41. Assumptions (continuum)
42. Social Justice Self-Efficacy
43. Unconsciously Utilizing Skills
44. Social Justice as Incremental
45. Volunteering
46. Intergroup Contact
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47. Awareness of Diversity
48. Discomfort with Academic Language
49. Social Justice as a Value
50. Flexibility
51. Learning from Peers
52. Building Confidence
53. Professional Growth
54. Translatable Knowledge
55. Cultivating Interest Area
56. Direct Group Experience
57. Novelty
58. Responsibility of Power
59. Valued Experience
60. Emotionally Invested
61. Social Justice Responsibility
62. Necessity of Discomfort
63. Lack of Change (Institutional)
64. Challenging Privilege
65. Intersectionality
66. Latent Learning
67. Self-Doubt
68. Confidence in Skills
69. Non-Familiarity w/ Co-facilitator
70. In Sync
71. Social Justice Lens
72. Comfort with Discomfort
73. Familial Communication
74. Appreciation of Experience
75. Lack of Experience w/ Topic
76. Nervous
77.Fear of Vulnerability
78. Growth of Multicultural Identity
79. Comfort with Identity/Empowering Identity
80. Identifying w/ Group
81. Co-facilitator Support
82. Trusting in Group Process
83. Broaching
84. Challenging Own Bias
85. Struggling w/ Social Justice
86. Humility
87. Ally Behavior
88. Facilitation Failure
89. Facilitator/Counselor Balance
90. Necessity of Co-facilitator Dialogue
91. Outside Co-facilitator Social Connection as Negative
92. Appreciation of Mentor
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93. Self-Checking
94. Process Comments
95. Topic Apprehension
96. Fear of Disclosure
97. Performance Anxiety
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